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January '20, 1975

Governor Daniel J. Evans-and
Members Pf the-1975' Legislature:

1'

1

I am pleased to transmit to you the report prepared by the Advisory Com-
mittee on Community College Collective Bargaining. This report is, the
result of Senate 'Resolution 74-271-adopted in April, 1974.

Senate Resolution 74-271 directed 'the Senate Committee-on Higher Educa-
tion, with/the cdoperation of the Senate Committee op Labor, to 'study
.the question of faculty relations in the community &liege system with
special emphasis on.collective %

The Senate Steering Committee, made up of three mem bers of the Higher
Education Committee. and two members of the Labor Committee, prepared a )
study design to carry out the provisions of the Resolution. Pursuant
to'the design an Advisory Committee was formed with membership from i

the community college system.' The Advisory Committee was chaired by
4 former Senators John Ryder and John'PetriCh.

In fulfilling its assignment, the Advisory Committee met nine times
and conducted survey of almost 5,500 community coll e faculty, trus-
tees, students, presrnts,..and adminfstrators.

Based in large part on the survey results, the Advisory Committee made
ten recommendations. The major recommendation calls for the replacement
of the Comthunity,College Professional Negotiations Law with a collective
bargaining law designed specifically for community colleges. Bargaining
should be conducted, at the local level under the recommendations. The
Advisory Committee believed that these two key recommendatidns are neces-
sary if the system is to continue to meet its responsibilities under the
Community College' Act of 1967.

Attached is the full report of the Advisory Committee on Community Col-
lege Collective Bargaining for your consideration.

t
o..

4

Respectfully submitted,

%COMMITTEE ON HIGHER DUCATION

G RDON SANDISON
C airman

GS:ph .

CC: Presidents, CORP, Faculty Associations, Trustees and AdministratOrs
,
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Jaquary 10,,1975

Senate Steering Committee on Community College
Collective Bargaining:

Senator" Gordon Sandison, ChairMap
\4,-Senator. Gary Grant

,Senator Sam Guess
Senator Dan Marsk
Senator Jim Matson

1P

Advisory Committee on. Community College Collective(Bargaining

SUBJECT:' RecomMendations And SummAryvReport

le

Enclosed for your review are the recommeditions of the Advisory Com-
mittee in response to Senate ResolUtion 74-271, and the StudyDesign

. . adopted by the Senate'Higher. taucation Committee to implement that
e resolution. In addition to the recommendations this report contains
N .

narrative statements which were developed to outline the historic and
philosophical considerations -on -whim the potitions were based. Also

attached ,are the results of -the questionnaire survey which went to all

) 1

eleMents of the community college system. ,.
It

The Advisory(COmmittee met eight times to fUlfill thel'esponsibilities

assigned by the Steering Committee. 'The Committee discussions centered

on an examination of the current situation with respect to the community
college, collective bargaining'and also to consider bargaining

,. alternatives. One of these meetings was d6oted to hearing spokespersons
of the two major faculty organizations, the trustees association, and
the community college .residents. . .

The results of the questionnaire halie provided insights into the views,

of various elements of the community college system. An extremely good
response to. the questionnaire was received, with nearly 60 percent of
all categories responding. The.e.weption was part-time faculty, where
there was slightly less than a 18 percent response. Presumably, distri-

bution problems affected the response from that category. -However, the
response was supstanttal enough sq that specific references have been

,

made where appropriate:in therepart. }

JAB :pb
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.ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ON COMMUNITY COLLEGE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

RECOMMENDATIONS .

2

° .

1. The Advisoryommittee recommends that the current Community
College Professional Negotiations Act be replaced by:a collective
bargaining law designed specifically for community colleges.

2. The Committee, while recognizing that bargaining is a-bilateral
,process at the local level, urges that the Legislatuh define the
role of the State Board iethe bargaining process.

3. The Committee-recommends that the,phrase "to bargain collectively"
be-defined as the performance, of the mutual obligation of the
employer and-the representative of the employees to meet.at reason-
able times and confer in good faith with respedt to wages, hours, .

and other terms and conditions of employment,* or the negotiation
of an agreement, or any question arising thereunderoand, the exe-
cution of a written contract incorporating any agreement!reached.if
requested by either party, but such obligation does not'dompel
either party to-agreezto...a,proposal or-require_the_makingof
concession.

Matters not specifically within the "'ope of collective bargaining
should be subject to governance procedures and, furthermore, the
Advisory Committee strongly urges that workable governance struc-

,

tures be deyeloped oreach campus so as to include all components
of the campus community.

,

4. The Comhittee recognizes that faculty, including librarians and
counselors, should be in the bargaining unit; however,, the oppor-
tunity to bargain--either in the faculty bargaining unit or in a
separate unit -- should be available to department/division chairmen
and administrators. Part -time faculty should be assumed to be
inp1Mded in the faculty,bargaining-unit unless that group votes'to
form a separatebar,gaining unit. .

2, .

5. The Committee recommends thpt students should be given the oppor-
tunity to express their opThions about the impact of negotiable
items on the learning(experience.

6. Since the ement'Proessional Negotiations Law does notr6ide
for the selection and certification of bargaining representatives,. .

the Committee recommends that procedures for the selection and
certification of bargaining representatives be included in the new
Law.

* See Appendix D, "SOJects of Bargaining",
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7. The Committee recommends that the rights and:oblfgationi of acadeMic

employees and the college districts should.t6Elearly
the new Law.

8. The.CommitteeTecommends thAt the Act define Linfairiabof practices
1,. for, academic employees and the college districts. '

9.

.

The C6mmittee recommends that impasse resolution procedures, inclu-
ding. mediation, fact-finding,zarbifretien.be defined and pe scheduled.

. 10. Several agencfes are now available whic,might administer a collec-
tive bargaining act for community colleges ,and therefore `the Com-
mittee recommends that a new agency not be created.

-SRC:12/17/74
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Policy statements addressed to the Senate Resolution 1974-271

' . "NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, By.the Senate, that the Committee
on Higher Education be-requdsted to conducea study of this issue,
including, but not limited -to: t

(1) The unique process of faculty Wotiationa at the community
college level, in light,of the clue0 authority structure of the systems"

,'The process of faculty negotiationi et the community eollege level is
indeed complicated and frustrated by, the dual,authority%structure of the
community college system. Specifically, the Comeunity College det of

L. 1967, and thereafter amended, outline *he responsibilities of'both
local boards of trusteed and the State Board for CommunitY'CoTlege
Education. The responsibilities of the State'Board for Community College
Education and, the respective local boards,of trustees are not mutually
ex.clusivd. The consequence of this, lack of exclusivity'is that both
boards' have urisdiction on some items thereby creating two levels of
policy' setting authority.

The present Professional Negotiations Act calls for negotiations to be
conducted at the local level. ,:,

I

((The questionnaire results indicate-that 64%. of the responses'
favored negotiations.at this level.: See Appendix E2))

The Advisory Committee on Collective Bargaining feels,this.is the appro-
priate arena,forbargaining to ,take place, but the paities to bargaining'
are frustrated, particularly froMa faculty point of view, when local
boards cannot agree to certain. items without having them reviewed and
potsiblmodified'or denied by the State Board for Community College

Ocation. Even under a traditional' collective bargaining bill -, there-
ould be significant problems created by this dual authority structure.
/While the Advisory Committee believes that many of the, significant

// problems with.the current Professional Negotiations Act can be remedied
with a new collective bargaining bill for the community colleget, there
will continue to becomplications and frustrations under the present
state systeM ofigovernance.

I. is the view of the Committee that this situation can be'remedied by
collective bargaining legislation that provides for agreements betweett
local boards of trustees and faculty organizations to gg binding unless
found to be invalid by a court of law. It is not workable for other
state agencies to have authority to modify or deny wrtttep agreements or
policies dealing with bargainable issues based upon their own inter-
pretation.

Recommendation No: 1. Therefore, the Advisory Committee recommends that'
the current Community College Professional Negotiations Act be
.replaced by a collective bargaining law designed specifically for
community colleges. '
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"(2) The appropriate roles of trustees, administrators, and nego-

_tiating units in the bommunitij college district. as that of thef

State-Board for..gbreunity-Zege Education; and" .

The Community College Act,of 1967 calls for each community college to

establish programs which are necessary and relevant to the'cpmmunity

. being served. Indeed, the very,nature of theicoMmunity 'college philosophy

focuses attention on the community and its educatidnal needs fqr all

persons-eighteen-years of age, and qlder. The success of the college

requiree that each campus have maximum autonomy witicin a" coordinated/ ,

system f community colleges. Consistent with this Ohi)osophy, colleges

must be free to change and to modify their program offrings in light of

the changing needs of theft. communities and the'citizens who attendi ,

Local' boards of trustees have the responsibility to establish policies

which lead to the achievement of these oblectives: Loco dmihistrators

and faculty are called upon to assist in the formulation an he: iOple-

mentation.of thee policies. This local approach to policy de elOment

and implemehtation is critical to the charge and the success of th'

community college system.' In order to preserve the very.nature of the.

community colleges and td_enhance meaningful collective bargaining, the

ultimate responsibility for the operation of the respective institutions

must reside atthe local,level.' The State Board for Community College

Education and the Attorney General's Office shoOld attempt to, int rpret

.legislative intent but local boardsv not the State board for Comm nity

College Educationomust be held accountable for carrying out such intent

as it relates to barbainable issues.: .

,The State Board for Community College Education has broad authori y for

managing the community colleges of the state. Perhaps the most s gnifi-

cant problem is the conflict between statutory provisions; on the one,

hand, the State Board fur Community College:Education has the res onsi-

bility to manage and. to be held accountable for the operation of the

-system, and on the other hand,-the local boards of trustees have respon-

sibility to provide' maximum educational opportunities.at the local level

within the resources available to m. The Advisory Committee under-

standsand appreciates that legislative intent can better be iMpleMented

by a strong centrallfzed authority. Howe

'authority, when exercised, willat least inhibit, and at worst undermine,

"meaningful collective bargainiflg at the local level. The alternative

would seem to be collectiqe bargaining bY. the facultiei'of the community.

(colleges of this state with the State Board for Community College Educe-

tion. While such an arrangemeht may seemsimpler and more orderly,-it,

would besdetrtmdhtal to the individual colleges and their reason for

existence. Moving collective bargaining to the state level necessitates

a statewide salary schedule. If all dcondmic matters for both profes-

sional and classified personnel were handled at' the state level, the

role of,local boards of trustees would become largely ceremonial and ft

only advisory in nature. When the staffs of community colleges feel

that their employer resides in the capital city rather than in the local

4
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community, then loyalties and'commtimpts will 'ultimately shift'aWay
from the local cOmmunitY:and severely thfeaten the "community nature" of
our community college system. Therefore; the beselution aPPears to
be one which places the maximum autonomy at the local level. ,

end\the Committee Makei several recommendations:
1

Recommendation No.,2. The Committee, while recognizing thAt bar-g ining
is a biTatefal process ft _the local leIel, urges that the Legis-

,lature definethe role of'the State Board in,the.bargaining process.

Recommendation No. 4. Tke 'Committee reColna?th.at faculty, including
---T7TTEFiFTWEEFEeunsjors, should be in .the bargaining unit;

however," the opportunity to bargain--either in the faculty
bargeining,unit or in kseparate unit-\-should be available
to department/division chairmen and administrators. .Part-time .

faculty should be assumed. to be included in the faculty bargaining
unit unless that group votes to form a seiWate bargaining unit.

Recommendation No. 6. Since the current frofegs4onal Negotiations Law
does not provide for the selection and certification of bargaining
representatives, the Committee recommends that procedures for the
selection and certification of bargaining Aptesentatives be
included in thg new Law

..

_Recommendation No. 7. ,The-Committee'recommends that the rights and
obligations iirieidethicemployees and'the collegeAistricts
should be clearly defin d in the new law..

4, t .

Recommendation'No. 8. The,Committee recommends that the Act'define

k.9\ unfain labor practiceg'for*acadeMic employees and. the college
district. .

5,

Recommendation No. 10. Several agencies are.now available which might
s:imini4ter a collective bargaining act for community colleges

and therefore the Committee recommends that a new agency not
be created.

"(3) The queition of the possible state interest 'in,a statewide
kalary.plhedule; and"

The Advipry Committee on Collectiire Bargaining believes that a statewide
salary schedule for community colleges would not be consistent with the
philosophy of the camunity college system or with sound governance
procedures at the local level.

((The questionnaire results indicate that 47% of the respon-
ses favored a statewide salary schedule for community college
faculty, whereas 50% were against-a schedule. See Appendix
E2))

0" :-

10
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The Coninfitte,e'iecognize that there is disparity in the sa,laries
provided comtupitY college personnel. This disparity has been created

'in part by successful negotiations by some faculty organizations; it.has
been perpetuated.and even enhanced by percentage salary increases pro',

.videdby the legislature- during the last four years; it is the result of
a community college- system made up of old institutions as well as rela-
tivelymew institutions; and-it is also caused by faculty whose trainin
and experience .varies considerably frominstitution to institution: n

recent years, the matter of disparityhas been deMonstrated'bY comparing
the average salary paid a given institution with the average.salaries
paid at other institutions in the community college system.. While this
comparison is'one indication of disparity, it does notrtake into account
many of the factors identified above.

'7

I

Any system for adminstering a statewide salary schedule would logically
tarry.with it-standards for workload; number of contract days, offide
hours, and other relevent indicators of work. To put all of these
factori ipto any\set of itatewide standards could be detrimental to the
management of the institutions and place unnecessary constraints on both
bdardsof trustees and faculty organizations.

It could be detrimental bedauge local boards of trustees and admin-
istrators moyino longer have-flexibility in the management of their
resources. It'May also be very difficult for institutions to change
their programs and the use\ot their resources in response ,to local
_educational needs.

f* At present, salaries and benefits of classified personnel are cohtrolled
by the Higher Education Personnel Board. Moreover, salaries, wages and
fringe benefits for all personnel now amount torOproximately 82%-90% of
an institution's budget. If a standard salary schedule along with
standard workload definitions were implemented on a statewide basis,
there would be little left to disculs at the bargaining table. In

short, a statewide salary schedule'would provide for equity, but such
equity would be gained at the expense of local management flexibility,_
institutional responsiveness, and decision making which is releydnt tb
local needs and conditions,

4
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Policy statements addressed to policy questions in the study design

of SR 74-271

a. Does the present profe'ssionaZ negotiatimls law for .conniunifty col-

Zeges need to be revised? a
.

TOe.Adv,isofy Cimmittee on Collective Bargaining bdlieves that the current
Professional Negotiations Law for Community Colleges is no longer adequate.
Whisle it is,pfobably possible, by extensive admehdmeasto alter the
preSent. law in,such a way £hat it would be more acceptable tothe parties
of neggiations, this is not a practical solution: On the b8is of its
investigation, the Advisory Committee has concluded that thde is insuf-
ficient confidence in the current law and that a new community college °I's

colleCtive bargaining law would be preferable.
.

Results of the questionnaire, which the Committee 'used as a part of the
investigation, indicate that all elements of the community college
system ('344) favor a new bargaining law exclusively'for the commUnity, -

college system. The second choice (21%) was a higher education bill
which would .include two and four year institutions. Third choice (16%)

was to favor a comprehensive bill which would, cover all levels of edu-
^Cation.

.

b. What- fundamental differences exist between the current conramity
.college professional negotiations statute and model collective

bargaining law?.

.

A,fundailental difference which exists between the current- community
college professional negotiations statute and moue traditional collective
bargaining laws has to do with the scope of negotiations. The scope of
the current Professional Negotiations Act includes, but is not limited

to, dirriculum, textbook selection, in-service h:training, student teach
ing programs, personnel, iliring and assignment practices, leaves of
absence, salaries and salary schedules and non-instructional duties. _

This scope is co siderably broader than exists in traditional collective

bargaining legisl tion. In past yearS.this scope has generally been
acceptable to fac lty bargaining units, as well as boards of trustees.

Faculty bargainin units traditionally favor broad scope; Bbards of

trustees have fou d this scope to be acceptable because they have not

been required by aw to reach agreement, but rather o,uld adopt policy
after receiving " e considered professional judgmeht of the academic
staff prior to the final adoptionP of propoSed policies. The 'meet and

confer" provision is now apparently unacceptable to faculty groOps.
Herein lies the dilemma on,the issue of scope. Faculty bargaining ,units

desire to bargain On a broad list of topics in order to have more impact
on district policy; They that board's of trustees should not

just be required to receive the considered professional judgment of the
academic staff, but rather they should be required to reach agreement on

all, bargainable issues and that.the scope of such issues should remain

'broad in the interest of full faculty participation in decision making.

-5-
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Boards of,trustees belieVrthat the scope pf collective bargaining ,
'should be consistent with traditional c011ectiVe bargaining legislation,
that is, salariesi'workloa4, insgrance, retirement and othersuch*fringe
benefits. Trustees feet thatif they are required to reach4agreement on
011 of 'the topics listed -in the .current law, then their ability to carry
out their legklCobligations-ai a board'is-seiiously-threatened.

Recommendation Nd. 3.' The Cemmittee recommends Abet the phrase-"to bar-
gain collectively" be.iefined as the;perforthance of thg mutual
obligation of the'mPldyer and the representative of the employees
0-Meet at\resonable times and donfer in.goOdfaithmith respect to
waget, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment', or the
negotiation of an agreement* or any question arising thereunder, -

and the execution of a written ontract'incorporatTng any agreement
reached if requested. by etth0,party, but such obligation does not : -

compel. either. party. to agredto a .proposal -or require the making of

a concession. 4 -, 3.

Matters not specifically within the scope of collective bargaining
/Should be subject to governance prcicidures and, furthermore, the
Advisory Committee strongly.orge that workable governance struc-

. tures.be.developed on each campus so as to include all components'
of the campus c unity./1
,

Another matter-of consid rable concern to trustees is the prospect of
disputes :ultimately being e lved by a third party when scope-is'as
broad as-it is in the Pro essional Negotiat pnt Act. Trusteesare
supportive of mediation, fact finding,and even voluntary arbitration,
when necessary,but believe strongly that they must ultimately make
final judgpent consistent with the mitsion)f,the institution and in the
.interest of the public and the students-tting\serVed.'4 \ \

A secbnd,major difference between more'triditional'c011ective bargaining
acts and the current Professional Negotiations taw is in the matter of .

dispute resolution. The Professional Negotiations- Act provides- for the

use of impasse-committees, but does not provide'for any other mechanisms
for resoTvingdisput6. The Advisory-Committee ttlieves that a series
of proceddres should be defined anctthe parties should be obligated to
follow such steps withi a reasodible time schedule. 'An alternative to
defining such steps in law would he to require,local boards and faculty
organizations to work out their own methods for dispdte resolution and
have-them included in an agreement for specific period of time.

/1 The Committee agreed that scope must tt,adaressed.if a co3lective
bargaining bill were tobe drafted and suggested this for consid-
eration. Experts contend that 'terms and conditions of employment"
is sufficiently brciad to allow the.cbncerned parties to negotiate
matters to which they have been accustomed. See Appendix D -
on subjects of bargaining under,N.L.11.: Act-as it has been inter
preted by the National Labor Relations .Board and the courts.

- 6 -
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c. What are the ifiille.nqqs between local and state boards in their

abilities to,implementprofessional negotiations Zdo?
,

The State Boa rd'or Community,College.E4ucation-is not mentioned in,the
' Professional Negotiations Law. That law, 284.52.010, has-as itt ,purkse
"...the establishment of orderly methods of communication between-aca-
demic employees and the community college districts 0,which they are,
employed." Local boards of trustees have the authority as well as the
responsibilityetomeet and confer and negotiate with; the delegated
representatives of the faculty. This press may be,reduced to writing
upon the request of either party and may-constItuteatwritten contract
that will not ,exceed three years,

,x *

As suggested' earlier, this process its made more difficult because the
Communiiytollege Act.of 1967 gives broad financial controls to the
State-8 ard for Ommunity Collegerqducatjon; consequently, they may-'
review'andmodify lOcal budgets, Greenwood v. State,Board for Community
Colleges, 82 Wn:-2ct667;513 P.2d 57(1973)'. The Stale Board for Commun.l.'

ity/College EducatiOn has tended' to utilize thisauthority by adopting
guidelines within which local negOtiations may take place. This author-,

ity is granted by the Community College Act'but puts definite restric-
tions on the.negotiations prckess and consequently frustrates both,

parties at the bargaining table. In summary,. only local,boardt of
trustees can imp'l'ement theProtessional Neggtiations Law; the State
'Board for,Cohunity College Education seems to have adthOrity to restrict
the nature of'Such negotiations_ and probably.modify the agreements
resulting from Such negotiations.

.

d. Do local boards have sufficient statutory, authority?
,

.
, ,. .

Based upon the statement in paragraph c. above, it is thee opinion of the
Advisory Committee that local boards do not have sufficient statutory,
authority relative to collective bafgaintngl Perhips it would be more

. 0 accurate to state that the authority that they do have can be restricted

or modified by another ilevel of government in ways which inhibit and

frustrate the process. ItAs the opinion of the committee that this
basic dilemma can be solved 4th a different collective bargaining bill
if the'prob1em of the dual authority structure i.s recognized. The

solution to tfis problem' will necessitate less state levet authority and
control over,bargainable issues with the responsibility for collective'.
birgaining being placed At the local level. It is he opinion of the

Committee that the charge of/ the communitoollege*stem, by virture of
4-c% .the ac which established the system, strongly suggests that the mission

of the respective institutions can only be effectively carried out with

_local uthority and local responsibility, as is now true in the common
--.

.

,
I

. _,- school system.lr
. .

((The questionnaire results indicate that 64%*of the respon-
ilkses favored negotiations at the local level; 32% were in

-favor Of negotiations at the state level, See Appendix E2))
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e. To what degree would a statewide salary schedule enhance or inhibit

professional negotiations?. '

The Advisory Committee believes that a statewide saiary,schedule for
community.colleje professional employees would inhibit negotiations.

. 4

((The questionnaire responses indicate that.47% of the
responses, favored a statewide salary schedule; 50% were
against. -See Appendix E2))

A statewide system of salary adMinistration would logically be admin-
istered by a state agency. Such is already the case with all classified

employees in the community college system. If there is'to be a reason-
able.process for collective bargaining at the local level, then economic

matters must be a part of that process. Many educational policy matters

which appear not tp have economic consequences do, in fact, require
modifications in a local budget. Virtually all matters which relate to
programs and services inv9lve personnel where salaries and other economic

matters immediately come into'play. Should all economic questions
regarding personnel be adminstered at the state level, then there would
be very little flexibility in local decision making or in collectiye
bargaining. Without responsibility for salary administration and related
workload matters, local boards would have little with .which to bargaAh.

Such a process would surely frustrate faculty arganilations fh.tbeir
efforts' to improve salaries and relOedwOrking conditions.

It is true that all bargaining, including salary matters, could be

handled on a statewide basis and the negotiations process could be
carried on at that level, but for reasons found in several places in
this-statement such a process would severely limit the ability of local
colleges to manage their institutions in the most-appropriate manner in

light of local needs. It is the view of the Advisory Committee thata
plan for statewide administration of salary would not be in the interest
of local colleges, local fdculty organizations, or to the Students and
.community being served.

f. .How effective are the present mechanisms for settling disputes?

Probably the single most important weakneSs Of the 'current Professional

4 Negotiations Law is its mechanism for settling disputes. The present

method calls for the Director of the State Board for Community College
Education to (1).determine whether, in fact, an impasse exists, and (2)
if in' his. judgment an impasse.does exist, appoint an impasse 'committee

tosCarry out a mediation function. The Advisory Committee has concluded
that an impasse-resolution mechanism should not be established by the
State Board for Community College Education, primarily because it has
management responsibility for the system., It is extremely difficulty.

for the staff of the State Board for Commuhity College Education to
appear:to be neutral and ilarticipate. in irOasse'resolution when they

have such significant management responsibility. The Advisory Committee

15-8-



believes that a collective bargaining bill should call for. the resolu-
tion of ditputes in'one of two ways: (1) define ip law the protedures
fdr impasse resolution; or (2) allow for the procedures which govern
dispute resolution to be negplatid at the local level by the parties
to negotiations. In this case, if the parties were'unable to agree on
`impasse resolution procedures, resolution could be handled by an outside
.arbiter or aN.panel of arbiters agreed upoh by the partiet. Recent
experience with impasse resolution and strikes in the community-college
system suggests that federal mediation has been one successful avenue to
dispute resolutioh. ,This avenue wouldbe possible under either (1) or
(21 identified above.

Recommendation No. 9. =Therefore, the Committee recommends that'lmpasse, 1
mediation, fict-findingi arbitration and any other dispute reso-
lution procedurete defined and be scheduled.0

g: What is the appropridte role, if any, for students in the bargaY,n-
.. ing process? E'

P
Collective bargaining has always been a bilateral,process. 'The parties
to the process are always employees and employers. Traditionally 'the
consumer has had no part to play in collective bargaining, even though
the resultof such bargaining may result in higher prices, inflation,
and other factors of deep concern to tie consumer. This traditiOn in
bargaining has carriedoyer to the public sector in its relatively brief
history of 'collective bargain-10g, The parties at the bargaining table'
have been employees and employers. The results of the questionnaire
distributed by our Committee would indicate that, with the exception pf
students, all other persons.represented in the community college system
believe that students Should not be inclUded in the bargaining process.

((The questionnaire results indicate that 77% oft the
responses believed that students should not be included
in the bargainihg process. See Appendix E2)) '

This view f consistent nationally with the tradition of 'higher educa-
tion collective bargaining.

-
The Advisory ComMittee, however, is mindful of some important differ-
ences in the public sector which may merit further consideration on the
issue of student pants potion in the collective bargaining Process.
Educational institUtras exist for students. Students pay tuition and,.
fees'at the beginning of a term and have every right.to expOct,that
their term will be,completed and they willbe able to earn predit in all
courses for which, they have enrolled. Work slowdowns, work/ stoppages
and strikes have Somewhat greater consequences to students than they
have to the 'consumer to the private sector. For these reasons the
Advisory Committee believes that students do have a slireci interest in
the outcome. of the collective bargaining process Tighe. education.

0

--9-
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ghey should not be participants in the bargaining process but their role
as observers could 66 a constructive influenee on the parties and could
contribute to safeguatding sound educational decisiont.

Recohmendation No. 5. Therefore, the Committee recommendi that students
opportunity to express their opinions about the

;, 'impact of negotiable items on the learning experience;

. What are the similarities between Pun-year schools and communitztt
-colleges regarding their formal bargaining proceAses?

ComMittee did not undertake.a specific inquiry into the
questtWiSf.the similarities and differences between the community
college System and. the four year public colleges and universities. This .

questA,does however, deserve some attention; as .indicated by the
respOSe to, the queitionnaire: the second choice of respondents for
legiSlation,Was a combined community college and-four year faculty
collective bargaining procedure. .

Since historteally the community-Eollegei have had close ties with the
K-12 system and inherited the K-12 professional negotiation procedures,
this vote may be a bit surprising to some. However,,it appears that
since the establishment of the community college system in 1967 the
clear intent that it be part of the postsecondary system has become
fact. Undoubtedly one of the reasons for this is that most new faculty
members have not taught in the common school system-and therefore their
allegiences flow toward the Colleges and universities)

_
But in spite of this affinitive of common 'identity, the rationale for
including the community colleges and the four year institutions in the
same collective bargaining bill denies some significant differences.
First, the community colleges have operated with a formal' professional
negotiations procedure since their inception. The four year schools do,

. not have such statutory authority and have primarily relied upon the
traditional faculty senate and faculty committee models for influencing
decision-making. Secondly,'although both systems are funded on foreulas
the forMulas are not similar, which is. appropriate to the distinct
differences.in the missions of the two systems. ,Thirdly, appropriations
at the four year level are directed to the individual institution; for
the community college system a single appropriation is made to the state
board which then allocates to the institutions.

.
.

These fundamental differences, between the two and four year institutions
indicate that it is inappropriate at this time to consider a combined
community college and four year faculty collective bargaining bill.

110-
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TliF LE,'GISI/714,
of the lt-e

SENATE RESOLUTION

197 4 - 271

! By Senators Sandison, Marsh, Donohue,
- Scott, Metcalf and Odegaard

WHEREAS,' The question of district faculty relations at
the st4e's community colleges has developed as an issue of
multiple interests and considerable legal complexity;, and

WHEREAS, The standing of community college boards of
trustees vis-a-vis the State Board of CommunityCollege,Eauca-
tion in'theteld of negotiations has been clptided by court
interpretati ; and

44.

WHEREAS, Legislation aldopted in 1973'revising the
! Community Cbllege Professional Negotiations Act was recognized
as remedial rather than comprehensive; and

". ,
O

, WHEREAS, Consensus.could not be achieved with'respect
to the most recent legislative proposal relating to faculty

, negotiations;

NOW,, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, Byothe Senate, that the
Committee on Higher Education be requetted'to',conduct a study
of this issue, including, but notlimited to:

(1) The unique process of faculty negotiations at the
community college level, in light of the dual authority struc-
ture of the system; k

(2) The appropriate roles of trustees, administiators,
and negotiating units in the community college district, as
well as tliat of the State Bbard. for 4ommunity College ca-
tion; and

(3) The question of the posiib e state interes\ in a
.

.."
1

t statewide salary schedule; and

1 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That'the Committee qn Labor' \
be requested to 'cooperate in the study, bringing to bear its
expertise in the broader field of labor relationsoin general;-

' and
,

BE IT FbRTHER RiEOLVED, That the Committee on Higher
Education be authorized to hold hearings, take testimony, and
seek the expression of views from the full rangdspf interests
on this issue; and
I

19
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t BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED e)That the Committee on Higher
Education' report its findings, together with appropriate
legislatPe recommendations before the convening of the Forty-
fourth Legislature. 4

.

I Sid Snyder, Secretary of the
Senate, do herebricertify this
is a true and correct copy of .
Senate Resolution No. 1974-271,
adopted by the Senate ARri1 24,
1974.

SID SNYDER
Secretary of the Senate

20 I
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APPENDIX B .

SAM DEiIGN

Senatejligher Education
Committee

Adopted: June 7, 1974

SUBJECT: SR 74-273 - Community College Professional Negotiations.

PURPOSE:

To review procedures and eights reliting to professional negotiations
or collective bargaining for faculties of the various community col- ,

leges.

/ BACKGROUND:

In 1965 the legislature eneOed professional negotiation rights and
procedure's for the ;state's K-14 teachers. When the state community
college system was created in 1967., those rights and procedures were
extended to coMmunity college district faculty,

4.

ProfessionalAtegotiations for community colleges have been under almost
continuous stOdy by 'both the community college system' nd the' Legis-

lature since"1967. In 1971, a separate statute identical to'the 1965
pr9visions for common schools-was established for the community college
system. In'1974, thd Legislature made several remedial changes to the
Community College Professional, Negotations Act as developed andendo
sed byfaculty, trustee and presidential representation. This-remediJal

legislation did not alter the scope.of-negotiations, but did provide
certain clarification in the administrative procedures, and instituted
flexibility in the impasse processes.`

There is-an essential organizational difference between thACommunity
college system and the common schools; although the two are similar in
that,each districtin both retains administrative responsibility for '

its educational programs. The 1967 Community College Act established
a local board of trustees for the goVerning of each community college
diitrict and created the State Board for Community College Education,
which has broad regulatory andadministrative functions for the system
under RCW 28B.50.090. The State Supreme Couet has recently interpre-
ted this section of the code to can that the State ,Board has the
authority teamend and/or modifY local board decisions regarding bud-
getary issues.

A community college district. derives almost all, of its,funds from the

State Board through a general state appropriation. Districts have
been expected, to respond to weral policies as enacted by the Legis-
lature and prbmulgated by the State Board. ,A local school district
board, on the other hand, although receiving substantialstate finan-
cial support through the.apOortionment formula, is responsible for
the generation of revenues sufficient to maintain the local schools.
This includes the authority to seek a special levy in excess of gen-

, Aral revenues.

REQUIREMENTS:

Recommendations due to the 1975 Regular Session.

At

4.

/.1



Study Design - SR 74-271
Page 2

SPECIAL REQUIREMENT: .

0

The,Senate Labor Committee is requested to cooperate in the study by
the terms of the resolution.

POLICY-QUESTIONS:
1

a. Does the preient professionaT negotiations law for community
colleges.need'to be revised?

b. What fundamental differences exist between. the current community
College professional negotations statute and model collective'
bargaining law?

c. What are the differences between local and -state -Ards in their'
,abilities to implement-the

professional.negotiations law?
e

d. Do 1.0cal boards have sufficie t statutory authority?

e. To what- degree ruld, a statew e salary sChldule enhance or inhibit
professional negotiations?

f. How effeCtive are the present echanisms for settling disputes?

g. _What is the appropriate role, if any, for students in the bar-
.

gaining process?

h. What are the similarities between four-year schools and community
colleges regarding their formal bargaining prodessesr

SUB-PROBLEMS:
t

What changes have occurred since 1967 within the community college sys-
tem as a result of professional negotiations as they relate to:

a. Part-time faculty

b. Internal governapce-latulty senates

c, Tenure

METHODOLOGY:

r

It is recommended that,the Senate Higher Education Committee:

1. Concentrate on the issue of professional negotiations or coiled-
'

tive bargaining at the community college leVel,-deferring an
inquiry at the 'four -year lei/el until later.

, 2. 'Review developments on individual camputes. since enactment of
the 3973 amendments to the'professional-ne§otiations law.

3. Appoint a steering committee to undertake this study and direct
the steering committeFto:

2*"
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e. Review all available information gathered since the 1973
amendments to the Community College Professional Negoti-
ations Act:

b. Review all available infor ation gathered by the Mous nd
Senate Labor Committees it pertains to community colleges
in regard to collectivelpargaining and profesiional negoti-
ations.

. .

c. Develop a summary of the respective positions of all inter-,'
isted par:ties of this matter'at the communitycollege level.4

d. Develop alternative legislative recommendations which would-
meet the concerns of-all parties noted in paragraph "c".

4. The steering committee shall

Tame

Chairman
Member Majority Caucus)

.

, Member Minority Caucus
Member Majority Caucus)
Member Minority Caucus
Liason Member

Q.
Staff:

Jim Bricker

Marilyn,Nammond
Jeff Riddle

consist of:

Organization.

Senatelfigher Education CouMittee
, It

Ot 11

.5enate Labor Committee
H

House Higher Education-Committee

Senate Nigher Education ComMittee
Senate Minority Caucus
Senate Labor Committee

As appropriate, the steering committee may arrange with the
Attorney General's Office for legal services.

5. The steering committee may establith an advisory committee, made
up of representatives of he interested parties to assist.in

. identifying problem 'areas and stggesting alternative, solutions.

The advisory committee* to the steering committee shall consistoof:

Name 'Organization

Citizelr Memberls, Co-Cha

Representative

Representative
Representafive
Faculty Reps. (three)

Representative

* 'Amended October 5, 1974

r

irmen Appointed by Steering. Committee'
State,Board for Community College

Education
.rTriistees Association

Preident's Council
Faculty: One from each of the fol-

lowing categories:
1. Department Chairmen
2, Full-time Faculty
3. Part-time Faculty

Student Government
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The stiering committee may request from the Senate Higher Educa-
tion Compittee the appointment of additional faculty and insti-
tutional representatives. Such request must be supported by a,
statement of, ustificatIon.

COST:

t4,

6. The steering committed,. as assisted by the advisory committee,
will periodically present verbal or written briefing to the
full committee.

7. The steering committee is authorized to conduct informal meet-
ingsmith institutional representatives and faculty organizations.

8. After the steering committee submits alternative proposals, the
full committee- will hold hearings) to which all interested
parties will be invited to testify on the alternative proposals.

9. The-fW1 committee will independently pursue the issue of col-
lective bargaining for four-year institut1ons. The four -year
Council of Presidents and the respective faculty organizations
will be requested tO.submit policy statements with regard to
collective bargaining.

Estimated Senate Costs: $3,150

Full.CoMmittee Meeting i $ 0
(assuming no special
meetingS necessary)

Steeting.Committee
(three meetings, 5 members
at $40 0)..

per diem $600
travel 450 $1.000

Advisor ittee *
(fiv 06etings)

travel $1,000
other expenses 300

Printing, copying, misc.

A

350

. $3,150

* This cost estimate assumes that advisory committee members' tigavel

expehses, other than for the chairman and staff, would be abs rbed
by the agencies they, represent. . .

Meeting locations, whenever feasible, would be held at other than
a commercial facility.
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APPENDIX
4.

COMMUNITY COLLEGE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING STUDY ,

(SFR 74-271),

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

Gordon Sandison Higher Education' Committee - Chairman,

Sam s - -

Dan Marsh ---
,

Jim Matson -

Staff:

Jim Britker, Staff'Director - Senate Research Center

- - Labor Committed

- -.Higher EducatioriCommittee

High6 Education Committee

- labor,Committee

)
Marilyn Hammond Senate Minority Caucus/Carolyn

McCalden Senate Higher Educatidp Committee

Jeff Biddlez''= Senate Labor Committee;

Pinckney Rohrback

Joe Malik

Dave Kerber -

Lloyd Frissell -

Edith Clarke - -

Karen Higgins - -

John Terrey -

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

A
John Petrich

.

- - Tacoma - Co-Chairman

John Rydqr - - - Seattle - Co-Chairman

Representing.

Trustees',Association (Shoreline. Community College)

Presidents' Association (Grays Harbor Community College)

departmental Chairman (Everett Community College)

Fuptime Faculty Representative (North Seattle Community College)

Parttime,Faculty ReOresentative (Bellevue Community Co11e0) t

Students' Representative (Green River Comunity,College)

State Board for Community College Education.
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STATE OF
WASHINGTON

;. MEMORANDUM

Q.)

SENATE RESEARCH CENTER

DATE: .January-3, 1975

PZ) 3. ARNOLD BRICKER, Staff Direetsr

TO: Members, Advisory Committee:on Community College Collective
Bar

FROM: 'Research Analyst

SUBJECT) 'Su jects of,Bargaihing Under NIRA

MANDATORY SUBJECTS'OF BA'RGAINING

The National Labor Relations ct compe)s-bargaining with respect to wages,

hours and other terms and conditions of employment.

a:-

The -language "'rates of pay, wages, hours and other terms and conditions

of employment" fixes not only 'the 'subjects abOut which the employer and

the union are compelled by law to bargain, but also the field in which
(1) the employer is barred from unilateral action and (2) the employee
is excluded from making his own individual agreemegt with the employer
unletslhe union waives in whole or 16 part its right to preempt all
unilateral action or individual bargaining with respect to this subject

matter. 0

While the term "wages and hours" does libt'seem to require any elaboration,
it is necessary to determine how broadly -or narrowly the National Labor
Relations Board and the courts have defined wages and hours, as well as
other terms and conditions of employMent..

Wages some obvious examples of manditory-subjects falling under the

heading'of wages are hourly rates of pay, incentive plan; overtime pdy
and shift differentials, as Well as pale:holidays, paid, vacations and
severance pay.

pftvrt
Some less obvious examples are-oristmas bonuses, pension and other
welfare plans, profit sharing plans, stock purchase plans, merit wage
increases and company houses, meals, discounts and services.

Hours -- Hours of employment'have caused little difficulty.
Af,

Other Terms and Conditions of Employment -- Numerous topics fall'within
"other terms and conditions of employmen "as this phrase is used in the

National Labor Relations'Act. There are ny obvious examples of manda-

.
tory subjects for bargaining. Among thes are the fd)lowing;

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 0504 TELEPHONE: (200 753826

'\J
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4-1

Provisions for grievance procedure and arbffration, layoffs, discharge,
workloads, vacations, holidays, sick leave, work rules, use of bulletin
boards brunion, changeof payment from -a salary base to an hourly base,
definition.of bargaining unit work and performance of bargaining unit
work by supervisors. Some less obvious examples are seniority promotions
and 'transfers, compulsory retirement age, union shop check off, agency
shop,and hiring hall, management rights clauses, plant rules, safety, no
strike'Clatse, partial closure of business and plant relocation, and
arrangements for negotiation.

PERMISSIVE SUBJECTS

There are some subjects that are not mandatorily bargainable which fall
outside the phrale "wages, hours and other terms and conditions of
employment" which the law permits bargaining on.

The 'National Labor Relations,Board has defined a series of matters'which
'are permissible subjects of bargaining. These include supervisors and

agriculturaillbor,.parties to collective bargaining agreement, perfor-
mance bonds, legal-liability clauses, internal union affairs, union label,
industry promotion funds and settlement of unfair labor practice charges,

i'urtfler elaboration on the scope of bargaining under the National Labor
Relations Act can be found in Chapters 14, 15 and 16 of the Developing
Labor Law,which is edited by Charles J. Morris. The above is a condense-

iTaTOT-Those chapters.

JR:gs
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SENATE IZESEARCH CENTER
of. AMOLD ElICKEI, Staff DkIclor

COMIUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY BARSAINING-QOESTIONNA/RE

1. Please check thi best identifihtion of your gosition

Trustee .President

Full-time faculty sy Maiotstritor

Part-time taculti - Department or- Division Chairman

,.Student t :

2. Do you believe that a bargaining bill should include girt-time faculty

o in the bargaining unit?

Yes

3. Do you believe that departmeMi/division chairmen should bein the

bargaining unit?

,Yes L.

No

4, Do you believe that administrators - -other than the president-- should t

be empowered to bargain independently?

Yes

No

S. Do you believe that students should be included in the bargaining.procels? t

Yes

A
4

6. Do you favornegotiatiens at the local level or the state level?

local

State

7. Do you believe that there should be a stateside salary schedule for

comounity college faculty?

Yes

No

8. po you believe that collective bargaining forcommunity college faculty

should be limited to the traditional economic issues such as wages and

hours?

I

1

Yes

LEGISLATIVE 15.//f.DING

*1*

OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98504 TELEPHONE: (206) 753.6826
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9.- Which of these alternativei best represents your position: (check one)

Opine collective bargaining in the camunity colleges

Support modification of the PM Law

Support a-comprehensive bargaining bill fOr all education--

C.C.-and focr-year institutions .

Support A-community college collective bargainirtg bill

ins
Support

titutionk
a higher education bill. - community colleges and four-year

state
colleges

employees collective bargaining bill to

: ity

10. Do you believe that'tbe major-decision making on your campus should

he swim by:

Collective bargaining

' Internal grnriance

Roth
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{APPENDIX E2

QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING QUESTIONNAIRE

DISTRIBUTION ApprexiMately"6-;500,questionnaires were distributed to,

trustees, presidents, part-time facult,_and,adminis-

trators in the community college system. Questionnaires-wertalso

4 distributed to the Council of Representatives and Presidents (CORP) and

a fervidditional students.

'Questionnaires were distributed in- accordance with a color-code-. Canary,

forms were sent,to schools in Northwest. Washindton, green tint forms to

Southwest Washington,' green to Eastern Washington, and buff to the Puget

'Sound: area.
.

,

RETURNS 71.8 percentof the trustees, 86.7 percent of the presidents,
and 76.9 percent-of the students have responded td.the questionnaire.
Of the approkimately 2,400 full-time faculty, more than 55 percent have
responded;. and of the nearly 31400-part-time'faculty, more than 17
percent'have'responded. -87 percent of the administrators* (including
department- chairmen /division chairmen**) have responded.,The total

response for all positions' is 37:9-percent:-

Responses are's rized into five different sets:, one for each color_

and. one set which includes all responses.

The no response-category was a "catch all" for all esponses which did

not fit the choices provided.

44.

A
*Administrators are considered don-classified personnel who perform
administrative functions at least 50% of the time.

**C some campuses department chairmen /division chairmen are considered

administrators, on others, full-time faculty.

SRC: 1/8/75
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'DISTRIBUTION/RETURNS

CANARY:

Peninsula College, Port Angeles
Whatcom Community. College, Bellingham
Skagit Valley College, Mt. Vernon
Olympic College, Bremerton *`

I

GREEN TINT:

Lower Columbia College, Longvie
Clark College, VancouVer'
Centralia College
.Olympia Vocational Technical Institute

. District XI, Centralia
Gays Harbor College, Aberdeen

SUMMARY OF DISTRIBUTION/RETURNS

6

GREEN:

ox

,,Yakima .Valley College
Wenatchee Valley College
Big Bend -Community College; Moses,Lake
Spokane Community. College

, Spokane Falls Community College
Distridt'XVIi, Spokane
Columbia Basin Community C011ege, Pasco
Walla Walla-Community College

14.

BUFF:

Bellevue, Community Coll
Shoreline-Community College, Seattle
Seattle Cehtral
Seattle,Worth
Seattle South
District VI, Seattle .

EdMondi Community College, Lynnwood
Everett Cominunity College.
District V, Everett-

,Green.River Community College, Auburn
Highline Community College, Midway
Ft. Steilicoom ComMunity College, Tacoma
Tacoma Community College

APPROXIMATE
NUMBER
DISTRIBUTED

NUMBER
RETURNED

PERCENT
RETURNED

Trustees 110 79'. 71.. 8%

Presidents 30 26 86.7'

Students 39 31 79.5 3.

Full-Time Faculty 2,393 1,322 55.2,

Part-Time Fdculty

Administrators/

3,395 589 , 17.3

Division Chairmen 447 390 87.2

TOTAL 6,414 2713T 38.0%

SRC:1/8/75

alt



$

'SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

2. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME
FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING'UNIT?

. Percentage-of
"Yes" l'esponses

Students 93.3

Part-time

faculty 81.9
Full-time
faculty 71.1

Division.

Chairmen 62.7

Adminis-
trators 52.9

TruStees 41.4
Presidents 38.5

Total 70.8

70.6 percent of all responses were in favor of
the inclusion of part-time faculty in the
bargaining unit.

81.9 percent_of the part-time faculty responded
that they should be included.

71.1 percent of the full-time faculty, 93.3
percent of the'students, 52.9 percent of the.,
administrators, and 62.7 percent of the depart-

ment /division chairmen noted,that part-time
faculty should be included.

61.5 percent of the presidents responded that
they should not be included. The trustees

responded 49.4 percent for inclusion and x48.1
percent against.

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF THE INCLUSION OF PART-TIME
FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING'UNIT

Southwest
(green tint)

Puget SOund
(buff)

Eastern Wm
, (green)

Norttwest
+(canary)

Students 100.0 94.1 100.0 75.0

Part-time faculty 76.7 89.8 62.2 87.1

Fdll,time,faculty 64.3 77.6 62.4 78.2

Division chairmen 60.9 68.7 44.1 90.0

Administrators 32.4 62.3 30.0 76.9

Trustees . 53.0 57.1 36.8' 46.7

Presidents 25.0 50.0 28.6 33.3

62.9 78.3 57.7' 78 .2

57.7 'percent of the responses from Eastern Washington favored
inclusion with only 62 percent of the part-time faculty, 44.1 .

percent of the department /division chairmen, and 30 percent of the
administrators in favor of inclusion of part-time faculty in the
bargaining unit.

In,Southwest Washington, only 32.41percent-of the administrators
were in favor of part-time faculty inclusion, whereas 60.9 percent
of the department/division chairmen were.



3,. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE
BARGAINING UNIT?

Percentage of. 84.3 percent of the department or division
"yes" responses chairmen responding were in favor of their-

, inclusion in the bargaining unit. 70.2
1. DOision , percent of all responses were in favor of ' ;,:e

ORairmen P..84.3 their inclusion with 74.1 percent of the .' .;.4'

Full-time full-time,faculty, 70.5 percent of the
faculty 74.1 part-time fealty, 70.0 percent of the

'Students 70.0 students, and 59.6 percent of the,adminit-. i, ..

Part-time trators alSo*fayoring their inclusion.
faculty 70.5 69.2 percent of the presidents and 64.6 ,, ,

Adminis- percent of et trustees responded that they should
trators 59.6 not be -in the bargaining unit, .

Trustees 9.1 ..

Presidents 26.9

Total 70.2

PERCENTAGE.RESPONDING THAT OEPARTMENT/DIVISION.CHAIRMEN SHOULD
BE IN'THE BARGAINING. UNIT

Division chairmen .

Full-time faculty
Students ,

,'
Part-time faculty-
Administrators '

Trustees
Presidents

Southwest
(green tint)

100.0
84.1
80.0
67.1

70.6
41.2
25.0

Puget Sound
(buff)

80.6
72.9
58.8
74.8
54.9
14.3 .

25.0

Eastern Wn.
(green)

76.5
71.3

100.0
59.1
61.7
42.1

42.9

Northwest
(canary)

100.0
"81.8
75.0
75.8
61.5

,
. 26.7

""- 0

76.7 A70.1 67.5

. /

70.7

-15-33
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N
4. 00 YOU BELIEVE THAT\ADMINiSTRATORS--OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT--

SHOULD BE,EMPOWERED TO;BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

Percentage of

faL211129:1111

Adminis-
trators , 74.9

.Presidents 65.4

',Trustees 48.1

Dtviihon
Chairen - 50.7

Fu11 -time

faculty. 37.8

Part-time
faculty 36.3

Students

Total 42.5

Overall, 52.2 percent of the responses
were against the idea that administratort..
OloUld.be empowered to bargain independently.
However, 74,9 percent of the adminietrators
and 65.4 percent of the presidentt believed
they should be. The trustees and division
chairmen were split, both nearly 50 percent
forand 50 percent against. Full-time
(56.5 percent) and part-time (56.9 percent)
faculty and students (70.0 percent) did
not think administrators should be-empoWered
to bargain independently.

PERCENT' OF RESPONSES FAVORING THE' IDEA THAT ADMINISTRATORS
SHOULD=BE-INJHE BARGAINING UNIT

:Southwest Puget Sound
(green tint) (buff)

Administrators
Presidents
Trustees
Diviildn chairmen
Full-time faculty
Part-time faculty
Students

76.5
50.0
35.3
39.1

36.3
35.6
20.0

40.6

Eastern Wn. Northwest
(green) (canary)

x.87.2
66.7
73.3
60.0.

' 54.5-

40.3
25.0

58.0

68.9 78.3
.66c7 71.4
35.7 57,9
55.2 47.1

37.9 36.0

37.2 32.3
35.3 '0

41..9 r 40.4

58 percent of the responses from Northwest Washington were in favor
of administrators bargaining independently." Every position responded
more favorably than the overall percentages of "yes- responses'.'.

tic
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_S. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT
PROCESS?-

Per:centage of

:yes" 'responses

STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE B4R(!KINING

17 percent of all responses-were against
the inclusion of students in-thelbargaining
process. 86.7 percent of all students

St s 86.7 were in favor of their inclusion.
Presidents
Adminis-

26.9,

trators 230-
Part-tile
faculty, 22;8

Full-time
faculty

41

09:1
DivisiOn
thOrmin 15,7

Trustees ' 10;1

Total ' '20.9

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES FAVORING THEINCLUSION
THE BARGAINING-PROCESS

OF STUDENTS IN

Students
Presidents
Administrator's
Part-time faculty
Full-time faculty.
Division chairmen
Trustees

Southwest
(green tint)

80.0
25.0
20.6 .

15.1

21.0 '
30.4
0

Puget Sound
(buff)

82.4

41.7
18.9
26.8
21.1

11.9
17.9

Eastern Wn.
(green)

100.0
14.3
25.0
17.3

15.0
17.6
5.3

Northwest
(canary)

100.0

, 35.9
22.6
21.8

13.3

20.1 22.8 16.6 24.5

-17-



6. DOCYOD FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL?

Percentage of'
"local" responses

'64.3 percent of all responses were in.
favor of negotiations at the local level:
The students (86.7 percent) and the trustees

Students 86.7 177.2 percent) were strongly in favor-but
Trustees 77.2 'faculty, especially part-time faculty
Full-tiMe
faculty

Division-
.68.4

(52.3 percent), presidents (53.8- percent'),

-administrators (63.916erceht), and division
chairmen (52.3 percent) were not so

Chairmen 52.3 definite in their response.

' Adminis-
trators 63.9- '

Presidents 53.8
Part-time

\faculty .52.3

4

. Total 64.3

I

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES FAVORtING NEGOTIATIONS AT LOCAL LEVEL

Southwest
(green tint)

Puget Sound
(buff)

Eastern Wn.
(green)-

Northwest
(canary)

Students 100.0 94.1 75.0 75.0
Trustees* 76:5 8g.1 57.9 93.3
Full -time faculty 63.1 83.0 50.2 43.6
Division chairmen
Administrators

65.2
67.6 69.7

55.9
53.3

50.0
59.0

Presidents 50.0 ' . '66.7 28.6 66.7
Part-time faculty 60.3 56.0 36.2 56.5

64.2 74.4 48.-3 -56.4

The Puget Sound iha was 74.4 percent in -favor of local negotiations.
Northwest Washington was 56.4 percent in favor of local negotiations
but.with almost '55 percent of the full-time -faculty favoring state
negotiations. Eastern Washington responses were 48.3 percent for

' local negotiations and 47.0 percent for state negotiations. 56.7
percent of the part-time faculty favored state negotiations as well
as 71.4.percent of the presidents.

-18-
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7. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR
COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY?

Percentage of
"yes" responses

Presidents 65.4
Part -time

faculty . 65.1
Adminis-
tratort 44:3

Truitees
Full-time
faculty , 41.4.

Division
Cha4rmen 34.3

Students 30.0

Total 47.1

v
47.) percent, of the respohses, were for such
a schedule. 50.2 percent were against.
The trustees (58.2 percent), full-time
faculty (56-pertent), students (66.7
percent), administratqrs (54.1 percent),
and division chairMeni(60.4 percent)

belleVe-that there should not bt a statewide
salary schedule. 65 perciWE-Of the part-
time faculty and 65.4 percent of the
presidents responded in favor of such a
schedule.

PERCENTAGEOF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF STATEWIDE SALARY49EDULE

Southwest
(green tint)

Puget Sound
(buff)

Eastern Wn.
(green)

Northwest
(canary)

Presideits 50.0 50.0 100.0 66.7
Part-time faculty 68.5 58.5 77.2 71.0
dministrators 35.3 34.4 63.3 53.8

T u tees 35.3 32.1 63.2 40.0
Fu Time faculty 53.5 23.2 61.4 74.5

'Division chairmen 39.1 22.4 47.1 60.0
Students 4040 17.6 75.0 25.0

52.7 33.8 64.4 64.4

In Southwest Washington the full-time faculty(53.5 percent), as
well 0.the part-time faculty and presidents, were,alto in favor Of
a schedule; 52.7 percent of all their responses were in favor of a
schedule.

37
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In the Puget Sound area, 63.9 percent of the responses did not
believe there should be a schedule. The part-time faculty (58.5

percent) were the only group responding positively. 50 percent of
the presidents responded yes and 50 percent no.

f64.4 percent of the responses from Northwest Washington were in
favor of a schedule. Thetrustees and students were the only two
groups which didnot respond more than 50 perceht of the time in
favor of a schedule.

64.4 percent of the Eastern Washington respohses also were in favor
of a statewide salary schedule. 77.2 percent of the part-time
faculty were in favor.

4
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8.

Percen
"yes"

t

' -

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR COMMUNITY- COLLEGE
FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH
AS WAGES AND HOURS?

tage of

responses

J f).`

"77

Presidents
Trustees
Adminis-
trators

Part-time
faculty

Division
Chairmen
StUdents
Full -tune
faculty

Total

92.3
68.4

56.5

25.7

22.4
16.7

11.2

22.8

75.3 percent of all responses were against
the idea of limiting collective bargaining
to the traditional economic issues.
87.3 percent of the full-time faculty,
71.7 percent of the part-time.faculty,
80.0 percent of the students and 75.4
percent of the division chairmen did not
believe that collective bargaining should
be :limited. However; 68.4 percent of the
trustees, 92.3 percent of the presidents,
and 56.5 percent of. the administrators did
believe that collective bargaining should
be limited.

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF LIMITING COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES

I..

Southwest -Puget Sound
(green tint) (buff)

Eastern Wn.
(green)

Northwest
(canary)

Presidents 75.0 91.7 100.0 100.0
Trustees 70.6 - 64.3 68.4. 73.3
Administrators 50.0 62.3 50.0 53.8
Part-time faculty 32.9 '22.5 35.4 14.5
Division chairmen 17.4 ' 20.9 32.3 J0.0
Students 0 17.6 0 ' 50.0
Full-time faculty 8.9. .8.8 15.4 12.7

23.6 20.4 25.3

-21-
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9. VEHICLE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

For each position, the category receiving the largest percentage of
responses was "support acommunity college collective bargaining
bill." The trustees (25.3 percent) were in opposition to collective
bargaining in the cOmmunity colleges as a second choiCe. Full-time

facultystudents, presidents, and administrators were in support
,of a higher education bill which would include community college

1;c1 four-year institutions as their second choice. Part-time

culty were 18.7 percent in favor of a bill including both com-
munity college and four-year institutions. .However, 23.2 percent
of their responses were in support of acommunity college bill for
education, K through 12, community college, and four-year institu-

tions.

7



10.5'00 YOU BELIEVE THAT MOOR DECISION MAKING ON'YOUR CAMPUS SHOULD BE
MADE. BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING, INTERNAL GOVERNANCE, OR BOTH?

54.3.percent of the responses were in favor of both collective
bargainin§.and internaT,governance. 67.1 percent of the trustees
favored internal governance, and 19 percent of the trustees favored

[both. 57.4 percent. of the full-time faculty favored both, and 24.1
,percent favored colleCtive bargaining. Also of the part-tire
faculty, 53.8 percent favored both and, secondly, 21.8 percent
favored, Collective bargaining. None of the presidents favored
collective bargaining. 57.7 percentresponded in favor of internal
governance with 34.6 percent responding for both: Administrators
responded with 43.5 percent for internal governance and 43.5 percent
for both. Department or division chairmen responded with 68.7
percent for both internal gover.nance and collective bargaining,
13.4 percent for internal governance and 11.9 percent for col-
lective bargaining. '

rt
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"TOTAL" RESPONSES c_

. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE.BARGAINING UNIT?

TOTAL
RESPONSES: %YES % NO x NO RESPONSES

79 Trustee 49.4 39) 48.1 (38) 2.5 (2

.1318 Full -time faculty 71.1 (937) 26.8 (353) 2.1 (28)

587 Part-time faculty S1.9,(481) , 17.0 (100) -(6r 4*,

30 Student_ 93.3- (28 6.7 (2

-.26 . President 38.5 (10) 61%5 (16) \ '

. .

255 Administrator 52.9 (135) 45.9 017)
k

\

ir

/1.2 (3)

134 Dept. or Div. Chairman 62.7 (84) 34.3' (46) ' 3.0 (4)

/ 1 .

2429 TOTAL 70.6 -(1714) 27.7 672 1.8'(43

3. DO YOU BELIEVE-THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE

TOTAL
RESPONSES

79 Trustee

1318 Full-time facult

ES

29.1 (23

74.1 976

IWTHE BARGAINING UNIT?

NO NO RESPONSES

64.6 (51) 6.3 5

22.7 (299) 3.3.(43

-

26 President 26.9

255 Administrator 59.6

7
2429 TOTAL' 70.2

(7.) 69.2 (18) .3.8 (1)

(152) 38.0 '(97) 2.4 (6)

(1706)

4. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRATORS--OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT--SHOULD BE EMPOWEREDTO
BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

TO AL`

RESPONSES YES NO

... 79 Trustee 48.1 (311) 49.4 (.32)

1318 Full-time facult 37.8 (498) 56.5

587 Part -time faculty 36.3 (213).
. .

30 Student 26.7 (8) 70.0 (21)

26 President 65.4 (17) 34.6 (9)

255 Administrator 74.9 (191) 23.5 (60) 1.6

134 De t. or Div. Chairman 50.7 168) 44.8 (60)

2429 TOTAL 42.5 (1033) 52.2 (1268)

56.9 (334)

-24-

NO RESPONSES

2.5 (2)

5.7 (75

6.8 (40

3.3^ (1)

(4)

4.5 (6)

4.3 (128)

vr,



"TOTAL RESPONSES"

5. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?'

TOTAL
RESPONSES-

79

% YES %

88.6 (70)

% NO RESPONSES

Trustee 10.1 . (8) 1.3 (1)

7318 Full-ime faculty 19.1 252

,

Part -time facult 22.8 (134)

78.5

75.5

(1035 2.4 (311)

587 (443)._ 1.7 (10)
A

6" President 26.9 (7) .73.1 (19)_ _......--

255

,

Administrator 23;_1 (59) 75.3 (192) 1.6 (4)

134 Dept. or_Div. Chairman 15.7 (21), 80.6 (108) 3.7 ,(5)

.2429 TOTAL 20.9 (507) 77.0 (1871) 2.1 (51)

6. DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE

TOTAL
RESPONSES % LOCAL

LEVEL?

% STATE % NO RESPONSES

79 Trustee 77,2 (,61 21.5 (17) 1.3 (1)

1318 Full-time faculty 68.4-(901) 28.0 (369) 3.6 (48)

587 Part-lime faculty 52.3 (307) 41.7 (245) 6.0 (35)

30 Student 86.7 (26) 13.3 4

26 President 53.8 (14) 38.5 (16) 7.7 (2)

255 Administrator 63.9 (163) 33.7 (86) 2.4 (6)

134 pt. or Div. Chairman-67.9 (91) ' 27.6 (37) 4.5 (6)

2429 TOTAL r 64.3 (1563) 31.6 (768) 4,0 (98)

7. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

1318

587

30

26

255

L14
2429

se.

% YES % NO % RESPONSES

Trustee

Full-time faculty 41.4 (545) '56.0 (738) 2.7 (35)

Part-time fatult 65.1 (382) 31.8 (187) 3.1 (18)

Student 30.0 (9) 66.7 (20) 3.3 (1)

President _fiLL
Administrator` 44.3 (111)54jf1381 _1.6__S41__

TOTAL 47:1 50.2 2.7

-25-
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"TOTAL" RE54.0NSES ,

8. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGPINING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY HOULD BE LIMNED
TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH AS WAGES AND HOURS?

'TOTAL j

RESPONSES

79

/1318 Full-time facult

Trustee

%

68.4

YES X/
24.1/ 19

8,.3 (1151)

54

11.2 (147)

1

% NO -RESPONSES
1

.- 7.6 (61_,____.-

4

1.5 (20)

587 Part -time facd1i- 25.7 (151 / 71.7 421 2.6 15

24) 3.3 1(1)

765 Administrator 56.5 144 43.1 110 0.4

134 Dept. or Div. Chairman22A (30
/

2429 TOTAL /22.8 (555

- 26 -

.44

75.4 (101)

75.3 (1828

2.2' (3)

1.91 45
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"GREEN TINT" RESPONSES,

,2. DO-YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING-UNITN

TOTAL
RESPONSES

Trustee .

.YES NO

41.2 (7)

NO-RESPONSES

17 53.0 s.9(1)

157' Full-time faculty 6L1134.3101.8(53)

76.7 (56)

1.9(3)

Part-time faculty 21.9 '

Student 100.0 (5

4 President 25.0 (i) 75.Q (3)

34 Administrator 32.4 al) 67.6 (23)

23 Dept. or Div. Chairman 60.9 (14) 30.4 (7) 8.7 (2)

313 TOTAL

.0

62.9 (197)

.

34.8.(109) 2.2 (7)

3. DO Y BELIEVE

TOTAL
RESPONSES

.

THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN

Trustee

SHOULD

YES

1

BE IN THE BARGAINING

NO

(7) 58.Q. (10)

UNIT?

NO RESPONSES

17 41.2

157. Full-time

73.. Part-time faculty 67.1 (49). 28.8 (21) 0

5 Student. t 80.0 (4) 20.0 (1)

'4 President 25.0 (1) 50.0 (2) 25.0 (1)

34 Administrator 70.6 (24) r 26.5 (9) 2.9 (1)

'23
Dept. or Div. Chairman 100.0 (23)

313
TOTAL 76.7 (240)

a

20.4 (64) ' 2.9 (9)

4. DO YOU BELIEVE
BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

THAT_ADMINISTRATORS-OTHER THAN

Trustee

THE PRESIDENT -- SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO

YES NO ' NO RESPONSES

17 A 35.3 (6) 64.7 11

117ull-tinlefac0).----(10)-.-.-
73 Part-time faculty 35.6 (26) -I 57.5 (42) 6,8 (5)

5 Student 20.0(j) ______(j_80.0---

50.0 (2 50.0 (2)4 President

34 Administrator 76.5 (26) 23.5 8)

23 Dept. or Div. Chairman 39.1 (9) 52.2 (12).' 8.7 (2)

313 TOTAL 40.6 (127) 54.0 69 5 4 17)

-28-
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"GREEN TINT" RESPONSES

S. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

Trustee

YES NO

100.0 (1,7i

NO RESPONSES

17

1157 Full -time faculty 21.0 (33) 77.7 012.) 13 (2)

} 7 Part -time faculty 15.1 (11) 83.6 (61) 1.4 (1)

Student 80.0 (4) 20.0 (1)

A 'President ,
25.0 (1) 75.0 (3)

34 Administrator 20.6 (7) 79.4 (27)

23 De t. or Div. Chaiiman 30.4 (7) 65.2(15) 4.3 (1)

313 TOTAL 20.1 (63) 78.6 (246) 1.3 (4)

S. DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL'?

TOTAL
RESPONSES LOCAL STATE 'NO- RESPONSES

17 Trustee 76.5 (13) 17.6 (3) 5.9 (1)

157 Full -time faculty 63.1 (99) 33.8 (53) 3.2 (5)

73 , Part-time faculty 60:3 (44) 37.0 (27) 2.7 (2.).

5 Student 100.0 (5)

4 President 50.0 (2) 25.0 (1) 25.0 (1)

34 Administrator 67.6 (23) 29.4 (10) 2.9 (1)

23 Dept. or Div. Chairman 65.2 (15) 21.7 (5) 13.0 (3)

288 TOTAL 64.2 (201) , 31.6 (99) 4.2 (13)

7. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

RESPONSES
TALLIED YES NO

64.7 (11)

NO RESPONSES

17 Trustee 35.3 (6).

157 Full-time facu 53.5 84 43.9 69 2.5 (4)

73 Part-time f cult 68.5 (50) 30..1 (22) 1.4 (1)

5 Student 40.0 (2) 60.0 (3)

4
President 50.0 (2) 50.0 (2)

34
Administrator 35.3 (12) 55.9 (19) 8.8 (3)

23
Dept. or Div. Chairman' 39.1 (9) 47.8 (11) 13.0 (3)

313
TOTAL 52.7 (165) 43.8 (137) (115

-29-



"GREEN TINT" RESPONSES

8!. DO-YOU-BELIEVE TM COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR-COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED

TO-THE TRADITIONALICONOMIC ISSUES SUCH AS WAGES AND-HOURS?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

e YES

17 Trustee 70.6

NO CRESPONSES

157 Full-time faculty-

73 Part-time faculty

5 Student

4 President 75.0 (3)

34 Administrator 0.0 (17)
1 . ,

23 Dept.or Div. Chairman 17.4 (4)

313 TOTAL 23.6 (74)

8.9 (14

32.9 (24)

-30-

48

87.9 (138 3.2 15)

64.4 (47) 2. -7 (2)

160.0 5

25.0 -1)

47.1

1 78.3

(16)

(18)

2.9

4.3

(1) _-_____

(1)

73.5 (230) 2.9.(9) ,
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\
S ILUD-AR0g :AR.DO 1601E14r/4;0k SHOULD .4 LTY IN THE,BARGAINItayUNIT?

1.

40YAL:
;RESPONSES:

A

I IStide6t

\t YES 1.HO $10-,RESPONSES

6 42:9

77:6 26) -20.4 (138) .

,8:9.120Y i.g ,-(4)

CO'

,(6);

140 (16),

12 -Pretident ,

122 -idininistratoi

gti.or,Dtit.sthairman.

TOTAL

."

{250 1.5 1(19)-

3. *YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE itGAINING UNIT?

Trustee .

Full

Part-time' facul.t

I

--a

17 -Student

74.8 (243) 21.8 (71) 3.4 (11)

58.8 (10) 3g. (6) 5.9 (1)

12 :-President , '26.0-(3)- . 75.,0-- -(9)-
_ .

122. , Administrator 54.9;-(67 51)

67 _ -80.6 (54), 14:9 OW

3.3 (4

4.5 (3)

1249 TOTAL . 70:1 '(875) 26.4'(330) 3.5(44).

4. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRATORS--OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT-SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO' ,

'BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY? .

1

TOTAL,

RESPONSES

28.

678

325

17

12

YES - NO NO RESPONSES

Trustee

Full-time facult 37.9 (257) 55.8 (378) 6.3 (43

Pari-time faculty 37.2

Student 35.3 6) 64.7 (11

President 66.7

'22 Administrator

67 Dept. or Div. Chairman 55.2 (37)

8) 33.3 (4)

68.9 (84) 28.7 (35) 2.5 (3)

40.3 (27) 4.5 (3)

52.1 (651) 6.0 (75)1249 TOTAL 41.9 (523)

- 32 -

.59



"BUFF4 -RESPONSES

5. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD bE INCLUDED IN THE ,BARGAINING PROCESS?

TOTAL
RESPONSES' %

Trustee 17.9

YES % NO

82.1 (23)

S NO RESPONSES

28 (5)

678 Full-time faculty _ 21.1 (143) 71.0 (522) 1-.9 (13)

3 Part-time facult 26.8 87 70.8 -.230 2.5 8

17 Student 82.4 14 17.6 (3)

12 -President 41 7 5 58.3 7

122 - Administrator 18.9 (23) 77.9 (95) 3.3 (4.)

67 Dept. or Div. Chairman 11.9 (8)

(285)

82.11(55)

74.9 (935)

6.0

2.3

. (4)

(29)1249 TOTAL 22.8

6. DO Iv ,FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS -AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

%

%LOCAL
-

% STATE -RESPONSES

28 Trustee 82.1 (23) 17.9 (5)

678 , Full -time facult 83.0 (563 13.7 (93 3.2 (22)

__ 325. Part-time faculty 56.0 (182)' 37.2 (121) 6.8 (22)

17 _ Student 94.1 (16) . 5.9 (1) .....
't 12 President. 66.7 (8) 25.0 (3) 8.3 (1)

' 122 'Administrator . 69.7 (85) 28.7 (35 1.6 (2)

67 De s t. or Di E Chairman 77.6 (52) 19:4 (13) 3.0 (2)

1249_ TOTAL ' 74.4 (929) 21.7 (271) 3.9 (49

7. DO YOU, BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOlitl BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

.28 Trustee

678 . Full-time faculty_ 23.2 (157) 74.5

%.YES % NO

32.1 (9) 67.9'19)

4

.T,NO RESPONSES

505

325 Part-time faculty 50.5 (190) 38.2 (124)

2.4 (16)

3.4 (11)

17 Stddent* 17.6 3

1.,

12' Presid nt 50.0 (6)

122' Administrator 34.4 (42)

67

_f,1249

Deft. or 'Div.

TOTAL

hairnian 22.4 (15)

33.8 (422)

51
- 33 -

76.5 13)

50:0 (6)

65.6 (80)

76.1 (51)

63.9(90
. re'

5.9 1

1.5 (1)

2.3 (20

4



..-1BUF'F!! RESPONSES

8. DO VW: BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGAINING:FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED
TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH-AS WAGES AND-HOURS?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

28

1 . 678

326_

% YES -- %- NO S NO-RESPONSES

Trustee ,A44.34184
Full-time facultyi:LitoL,j12,u 611 )- 1.0: (7)

Part-;time faculty.__ 22.5 (73) 76.0_(247) 1.5 15)

17; Student 17.6 (3) 76.5 (13

12 president

122 Administrator ' ,62.3 t76),, 37:7 :(46

67 t. o -Div. ChairMan 20:9 (14) 76.1 (51) .

1249 TOTAL

9

(20.-4 (255) 78.2 (977)

6,9 (1)

3.0 (2)

1.4 (17)

1

34 -
57

A
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"GREEN" RESPONSES

2. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT?

TOTAL
RESPONSES YES NO NORESPONSES

19 Trustee 36:8171_ 57:9 (11) 5.3 (1)

428 Full-time facult 62.4 (267-) 35.3 (151) 2.3 (10)

127 art-time faculty:sL2_:.,._

4 Student 100.0 (4)
MEW

7 Pretident 28.5 (2 71.4 (5) *

60 Administrator 30.0 (18) 66.7 ('40) ' 3.3 (2)

34 De t. or Div. Chairman 44.1 (15) 50:0 (17) 5.9 (2)

679 TOTAL 57.7 (392) 40.1 4.272) 2.2 (15)

3. Da YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTMENT /DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

19.

428

127

4

Trustee

YES NO

42.1 18)

NO RESPONSES

42.1 (8) 1'1'15.8 (3)

Full-time faculty 71.3 (305) 25.7 (1-10). 3.0 (13)

Part-time faculty 59.1(75) 37.8 (48) 3.1 (4)

Student 100.0(4)

7 4:President 42.9 (3) 57.1 (4)

60 A inistrator 61.7 (37) 36.7 (22) 1.7 (1)

34 De t. or Div. Chairman 76.5 (26) 23.5 (8) - --

TOTAL 67.5 (458) 29.5 (200)67 9 ,
3.1 (21)

. DO YOU,BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRAiORS --OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT - -SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO

.BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES- ' YES NO

19 Trustee' 57.9 (11) 31.6'

428 Full -time-time faculty 36.0 (154) '59.1

127 'Part -time faculty 32.3 (41) 63.8

4 Student 75.0

.

7 President 71.4 (5) 28.6

60 Administrator 78.3 (47) 20.0

De t. or DiV. Chairman 47.1 (16) 50.0

679 TOTAL 40.4 (274) 55.1

-36-

54.,

NO RESPONSES

(6) 10.5 (2)

(253) 4.9 (21)

(81) 3.9 (5)

(3) 25.0 (1)

(2)

(12) 1.7 (1)

(17) 2.9 (1)

.(374) 4.6 (31)



-if "GREEN" RESPONSES

. DO ioq BLIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?

TOTAL
RESPONSES'

1

Trustee

%YES %

89.5 (17)

% NO RESPONSES

19 5.3 (1) 5.3 (1)

428 Full-time facult 15.0 (64) 81.3 (348) 3.7 (16)

127 Part-time faculty 17.3 (22) 81.9 (104) -0.8 (1)

4
' Student 100.0 (4) - -

7 President 14.3 (1) 85.7 (6) --r-
60-

Administrator 25.0 (15) 75.0 (45)

34 Dept. or Div. Chairman 17.6 (6) 82.4. (28)

679
TOTAL .

16.6 (113) 80.7 (548) 2.7 (18)

6. DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL?

TOTAL
,RESPONSES

Trustee

% LOCAL %STATE' % RESPONSES

19 ' 57.9 (11 -) 42.1 (8)

428 Full-time faculty 50.2 (215) 45.1 (.193) 4.7 (20)

127 Part -time facult 36.2 (46) 56,7 (72) 7.1 (9)

4 Student 75.0 (3) 25.0 (1)

7 President 28.6 (2) 71.4 (5) - -
60 Administrator 53,3 (32) 43.3 (26) 3.3 (2)

34 Dept. or Div. Chairman 55.9 (19) 41.2 (14) 2.9 (1)

679 TOTAL 48.3 (328) 47.0 (319) 4.7 (32)

7. DO YOU BELIEVE
FACULTY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE

Trustee

SALARY SCHEDULE

%YES

FOR COMMUNITY

% NO

36.8 (7)

COLLEGE

%NO RESPONSES

1 63.2 (12)

428 Full-time facult 61.4 (263) 36.8 (7) 3.5 (15)

127 Part-time facult 77.2 (98) 21.3 (27) 1.6 (2)

4 Student 75.0 (3) 25.0 (1)

7 President 100.0 (7)'

60 Administrator 63.3 (38) 35.0 (21)' 1.7 (1)

34 Opt. or Div. Chairman 47.1 (16) 44.1 (15) 8.8 (3)

679 TOTAL 64.4 (437) 32.5 (221) 3.1 (21)

-37-
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'GREEN4_RESPONSES

8. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGAINING.FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED'

40 THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH AS WAGES AND HOURS?.

, TOTAL

RESPONSES 2YES % NO % NO RESPONSES

19 Trustee 68.4 (13) 15.8 (IL -15.8 _121_,

428 facult 15.4 (66)

'

82.7 354 1.9 (8)

127 Fight -time'facult 35.4 (45) 63.0 (80) 1.6 (2)

4 _Student 100.0 (4) am 00

7 President 100.0 (7) Oaf.

60 Administrator 50.0 (30) 50.0 (30)

444 De't. or 04. Chairman 32.3 (11) 67.6 (23)

679 .TOTAL 25.3 (172) 72.8 (494) 1.9 (13)

-38-
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41

"CANARY" RESPONSES

2, DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A-BARGAINING-BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN-THE-BARGAINING UNIT?

MANSES YES NO NO RESPONSES

15 - Trustee 46.7% (7 53.3 %_(8)

55 Full-time hicult 78.2 (43) 20.0 (11) 1.8% (1)

62 Part-time.facult 87.1. (54)-, 11.3 (7) 1.6 (11)- .

4 ' Student 7.5.0 (3) 25,0 (1)

3 President 33.3 (1) 66.7 (2) ,

39greaan Administrator 76.9 (301 23.1 (9)

10 Dept. orDiv. 'Chairman 80-0 (9) 10.0 (1)

188 TOTAL 78.2 (147) 20.7 (39} 1.1 (2)

3. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT?

TOTAL
RESPONSES YES NO NO RESPONSES

15 Trustee 26.7% (4) 73.3% (11)

55 Full-time facult 11A (45) 12.7 (7) 5.5% (3)-

62 _Part-time faculty 4 75.8 (47) 17.7 (11) 6:5 (4)

-4 Student 75.'0 (3) 25.0 (1) I

3 President. 100.0

38.5

(3)

(15)39- Administrator 61.5 (24)

Di C,or Div. Chairman 100.0 (10)

188
TOTAL 70.7 (133) 25.0 (47) 4.3 (8)

4: DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRATORS- -OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT -- SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO
BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES YES NO

..

' NO RESPONSES

15 . k Trustee 73.3% (11) 26.7% (4)

55 Full-time faculty '54.5 ,(30) 4.6 (24),1.23Lil__
62 ,

. 40.3Part-time faculty (25) 53.2 (33) 6.4 (a_
. 4 ,Student 25.0 (1) 75.0 (1) - - = -r

.

3 President 66.7 (2) 33.3 (1)

39. Administrator 87.2 (34 12.8 (5)

10 De t. or DiV. Chairman. 60.0 (6) 40.0 (4)

188 TOTAL 58.0 (109) 39.4 (74) 2.7 (5)

- 40 -
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'CANARYKRESOPSES

5. YOU BELIEVE HA'T STUDENTS-SHOULD BE, INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?

TOTAL'

RESPONSES

_ Trustee

YES NO NO RESPONSES

13.3% (2) 86.7% (13)

55
Full-time facult 21.8 (12)' 78.2 (43)x.

62
Part-time faculty 22.6 114) /7.4 i48)

100.0 (4)4

3

39

10

188

. Student

President _

Administrator

De t. or_Div..Chairman

TOTAL

100.0 (3)

35.9 (14). 04.1 125)

100.9 (10)

24.5 (46) 75:5 (142)

6. DO YOU-FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR.THE STATE LEVEL?

"TOTAL
RESPONSES LOCAL

25 +Trust2e 93.3%- (14)

STATE KO RESPONSES'

6.7% (1)

55 Full-time faculty 43.6 (24) 54.5 (30), 1.8% (1)

..._62!_litart-time facult 56.5- (35) 40.3 (25) 3%2 (2)

4 Student 75,0 (3) 25.0 "(1)

3 President 66.7 (2) 33.3 (1)

39
.;412.6 (1)Administrator 59.0 (23) 38.5 (15)

10 s Dept. or Div. Chairman. 50.0 (5) ** 50.0 (5)

188 TOTAL 56.4 (106) 41.5 (78) 2.1 (4)

7. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY?

TOTAL
RESPONSES

15

YES NO NO-RESPONSES

Trustee 1 40.0%,(6) 60.0%-(9)

55 Full-time facult 74.5 (41) 25.5 (14)

62
Part-time faculty 71.0 (44) 22.6 (14)

4
Student '25.0 (1) 75.0 (3)

6.5% (4)

3
President j 66.7 (2) 33.3 '(1)

39
Administhtor 53.8 (21) 46.2 (18)

10 60.0 (6) 40.0 (4)De t. or Div. Chairman

64.4 (121)188
TOTAL 33.5 (63) 2.1 (4)

-41-
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"CANARY" RESPONSES

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD-BE LIMITED

TO THE-TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC-ISSUES,SUCH AS WAGES AND'HOURS?

TOTAL
RESPONSES YES' NO WO RESPONSES

,

15 Trustee 173.3 % -(11) - 20.0i 3

55 facult 12.7 (7 -) 87.3 (48

62 fart-time faglIr-----___211121-- 75.8 (47)

4 Student 50.0 (2) -50.0 (2)

3 1 President 100.0 (3)

39 Administrator- 53.8 (21) 42.6 (18)

10 De t. orOiv. Chairman 10.0 (1) 90.0 (9)

188,

01.

4

4_ ToA.:2_a(54)67.6(127)3.7 (7)

- 42 -
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APPENDIX F

28B.50.869 -4() Title 28B:

88.50.869 Faculty tenureReview committ
ition- Selection of teaching faculty represe

tiv student representative. The review committ re-
quire by RCW 288.50.850 through 288.50.869 s 1 be

comp d of members of the administrativestaff a stu-
dent re esentative, and the teaching faculty, e

.resentativ of' the teaching faculty shall i resent a
majority o the members on each review- .mmittee.
The membe representing the teaching fac ty on each
review comm tee shall be selected by a jority of the

. teaching facult and faculty department cads acting in
a body. The stu cnt representative, w shall be a full
time student, she. be chosen by the s dent association
of the particular c. munity college n such manner as
the members thereo hallJdetermin . [1974 1st ex.s. c 33
§ 2; 1969, ex.s. c 283 45. Former RCW 28.85.869.)

Sererahtlity-1969 ex.s. e 283: See-note following RCW
28A.02.061,

28B.50.875 Laboratory ices for the analyzing of
sagnples, public agencies ntract with college for.
Local law, enforcement genet or such other public
agencies that shall be i need o such service may con-
tract with any com nay colleg for laboratory serv-
ices for the anal ing bf sam 1 s that chemists
associated with su community co eges may be able
to perifirm under uch terms and co itions as the in-
dividual comm ity college may deter ine. 11969 ex.s.
c 261 § 35. Fo erly RCW 28.85.875.]

SererablIlly 1969 ex.s. e 261: See note lowing RCW
23830 020.

28B '.910 Severability-1969 exs. c 2 If any
provisi n of this act, or its,application to any n or
circu stance is held invalid, the remainder of t act,
or t e application of the provision to other perso or
cir mstances is not affected. (1969 ex.s. c 223 § 13-

.910. Prior: 1967 ex.s. c 8 § 72. Formerly RC
85.910.)

Chapter 2813.52
NEGOTIATIONS BY ACADEMIC

PERSONNEL, COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DISTRICTS

Sections
2313.52.010 Declaration of purpose.
231132.020 Definitions.
238.52030 Nephation by ripresentatives of employee gnaws-

tron--LAuthomedSubject matter.
23E1.52.035 Negotiations reduced to written agreements. -

Restrictions
231331050 Academic employee may appear in own behalf.
23832.060 Ad isory commInte--Compensation----Report

Recommendations. effect--Fact-finding and media.
lion activities

21B32.070 Discnnonation prohibited.
288.52080 hoards to adopt rules and regulationsRequest r

department services.
238.52090 Poor agreements
2311.52A00 State highereducation administrative procedures a not

to affect
28B32.200 Chapter's scope limited,

(Title 238p 11001

Higher Education

288.52.010 'Declaration of purpose. It is the purpose
of this chapter to strengthen methods of administering
employer-employee relations through the establishment
of orderly methods of communication between aca-
demic employees and the cowmunity college districts
by which they are employed. (1971 ex.s. c 196 § 1.)

2813.52.020 Definitions. As used in this chapter:
"Employee organization" means any organization

which includes as members the academic employees of
a community college district and which has as one of its
purposes the representation of the employees in their
empltyment relations with the community college
district.

"Academic employee" means any teacher, counselor, ;

i-librarian, or department head, who is employed by any
community college district, with the eXception of, the
chief administrative officer of, and any administrator in,
each community college district.

"Administrator" ratans any persdn employed either
full or part time by the%community college district and
who performs administrative functions as at least fifty
percent or moro of his assignments, and has responsi-
bilities to hire, dismiss, or discipline other employees.
Administrators shall not be members of the bargaining
unit unless a majority of such administrators and a ma-
jority of the bargaining unit elect by secret ballot for
such inclusion pursuant to rules and regulations as
adopted in accordance with RCW 2813.52.080. [1973 1st
exs. c 205 § I; 1971 ex.s. c 196 § 2.)

&ratability-1973 1st MS. e 205: "If any provision of this 1973
amendatory act, or its application to any person or circumstance is
held invalid, the remainder of the act, or the application of the provi
sion to other persons or circumstances is not affected." (1973 1st ex.s.
1.205 1 7.1 This apOies to RCW 238.52.020. 231132.030. 28832.035.
281332.060. 2311.5208 and 28832.200.

28B.52.030 Negotiation by representatives of em-
ploye* organizationAuthorized Subject matter:
Representatives of an employee organization, which or-
ganization shall by secret ballot have won a majority
an election to represent the academic'omployees within
its community college district, shall have the right, after
using established administrative channels, to meet, con-
fer and negotiate with the board of trustees of the com-

- munity college district or its delegated representative(s)
to communicate the considered professional judgment
of the academic staff prior to the final adoption by the
board of proposed community college district policies
relating to, but not litnited to, curriculum, textbook se-
lection, in-service training, student- teaching programs.
personnel, hiring and assignment practices, leaves of
absence, salaries and salary schedules and noninstruc-
tional duties. [1973 1st ex.s. c 205 § 2: 1971 cx.s, c 196 §

Seserabllity-1973 1st ex.s. c 205: See note following RCW
2811.52.020.

288.52.035 Negotiations reduced to written agree-
mentsRestrictions. At the conclusion of any negoti-
ation processes as provided for in RCW 288.52.030.
any matter upon which the parties have reached agree-
ment shall he reduced to writing and acted upon in a
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regular or spill meeting of the boards of trustees, and
becbme part the official proceedings of said board
nieeting.4The le gth of terms within any such agreement
shall be for not more than three fiscal years. These
agreements will not be binding upon future actions of
the legislature. (1973 1st ex.s. c 205

Sereiabltity-1,73 1st ex.s. c 285: See not following RCW
28832.020.

280.52.050 Academic employee may appear in own
behalf. Nothing in this chapter shall prohibit any aca-(4,
demic employee from appearing in his own behalf on
matters relating to his employment relations with the'
community college district. (1971 c 196 1 4.)

2513.52.060 Advisory t;snsmittee--Compensa-
tIon---rReport-.---Recommendations, effectFact-
nudge and mediatine activities. In addition to the au-
thority to convene an impasse committee, the director

aof the state system of community colleges is authorized
to conduct fact-finding and mediation activities upqn
the consent of bbth parties as a means of assisting in
the settlement of unresobied matters Considered under
this chapter.

In the event that any matter being jointly.considered
by the employee organization and the board of trustees
of the community college district is not settled by the
means provaled in this-chapter, either party, twenty-
four hours after serving written notice of its intended
action to the other party, may, with the concurrence of
the director, request the assistance and advice of a
committee appointed by the. director. This committee
may make a written report with recommendations to
both parties within twenty calendar days of receipt of
the request for assistance. Any recommendations olthe
committee shall be advisory only mid not binding upon
the board of trustees or the employee organization.

The state board for community college education is
authoriz'ed to make rules governing the operations of
impasse committees. (1973 1st ex.s. c 205 f 3; 1971 ex.s:
c 196

5erensallty-1,93 1st ex.s. e 285: See note following RCW
238.51020.

28B.52.070 Discrimination prohibited. Boards of
trustees of community college districts or any adminis-
trative officer thereof shall not Ocriminate against aca-

u demic employees or applicadd for such positions
because of their membership or nonmembership in em-
ployee organizations or their exercise of other rights
under this chapter. (1971 exs. c 196 6.J

288.52.080 Boards to. adopt rules and regula-
tionsRequest for departmen services. Boards of
trustees of community college districts shall adopt rea-
sonable rules and regulations for the administration of
employer-employee relations under this. chapter. The
boards may request the services of the department of
labor and industries to assist in the conduction of certi-
fication elections as provided for in RCW 28B.52.030.
(1973 1st ex.s. c 205 § 5; 1971 ex.s. c 196 § 7,

Sever-ability-1973 IN ex.s. c 205: See note following RCW
21B.52.020.

28B.52.090 Prior agreements. Nothing in this chap-
ter ,shall be construed to annul or modify, or to pre-
clude the renewal or continuation of, any lawful
agreement heretofore entered into between any com-
munity college district and any representative of its em-
ployees.11971 ex.s. c 196 I 8.)

288.52.100 State higher education administrative
procedures act,not to affect. Contracts or agreements, or
any provision thereof entered intopetween boards of
trustees and employees organizations pursuant to this
chapter shall not be affectedly or be subject to chapter
28B:!9 RCW. [1971 ex.s. c 196 f 9.)

288.52.200 Chapter's scope limited...Nothing in
chapter 28B.52 RCW as now or hereafter -amended
shall compel either party to agree to a proposal or to
make a concession, nor shall any provision in chapter
28B.52 RCW as now or- hereafter amended be con-
strued as limiting, or precluding the exercise by each
commtuiity-college board of trustees of any powers or
duties authorized or provided to it by law unless such
exercise it contrary to the terms and conditions of any

'lawful negotiated agreement [1973 1st, ex.s. c 205 I 6.] -

SeverablIlty-1173 1st ex.s. e 215: Sec note following RCW
238.52.020.
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